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into the landscape of the North Amer-
ican continent. 

As many Members know, the North 
American Wetlands Conservation Act 
has demonstrated time and time again 
that it is one of our greatest wetlands 
conservation success stories. 

Grants under the act have not only 
generated hundreds of millions of non- 
Federal matching funds; these con-
tributions have been converted into ac-
quisition, conservation, protection and 
restoration of millions of acres of wet-
lands across the United States, Canada 
and Mexico. Few Federal programs de-
liver such a bang for the buck. 

Although the current authorization 
of appropriations does not expire until 
next year, there is no reason why we 
should not reauthorize this highly pop-
ular and effective conservation pro-
gram to ensure its future success. 

I commend the sponsors of this legis-
lation, most notably Resources Chair-
man POMBO, ranking Resource Com-
mittee Democrat Member NICK RAHALL 
and Congressman JOHN DINGELL, for 
their steadfast interest in this act and 
for their leadership in wetlands con-
servation. 

I urge every Member to support this 
reauthorization. 

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to ex-
press my support for the reauthorization of the 
North American Wetlands Conservation Act. In 
my home State of Louisiana, we certainly un-
derstand the vital role that our wetlands serve 
for wildlife. Over five million waterfowl utilize 
the Louisiana wetlands during migration, while 
there are 79 individual endangered species 
that reside there. Louisiana’s wetlands also 
provide our country with substantial economic 
benefits. Over 30 percent of the Nation’s sea-
food is harvested from our wetlands, and the 
network of interconnected waterways provides 
ample routes for waterborne commerce. 

I would also like to highlight the importance 
of Louisiana’s coastal wetlands as our first line 
of defense against hurricanes. As we lose 25 
square miles of wetlands per year, we lose the 
buffer that these wetlands provide against 
storm surge. The destructive effects of hurri-
canes were made abundantly clear last year 
with Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. A healthy 
wetland system, combined with improved lev-
ees and other flood control projects, will help 
minimize the damage to south Louisiana when 
future storms arrive. With about two million 
people—over half the State’s population—liv-
ing in Louisiana’s coastal parishes, we cannot 
afford to underestimate the importance of our 
wetlands. Had I I been present for the vote, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no additional speakers, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. JONES) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5539, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: ‘‘A bill to reauthorize the 
North American Wetlands Conserva-
tion Act.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, September 8, 2006. 
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on 
September 8, 2006, at 3:30 pm: 

That the Senate Passed without amend-
ment H.R. 2808. 

That the Senate Passed with an amend-
ment, appoints conferees and requests a con-
ference with the House H.R. 5631. 

With best wishes, I am, 
Sincerely, 

KAREN L. HAAS, 
Clerk of the House. 

f 

JOHN H. CHAFEE COASTAL BAR-
RIER RESOURCES SYSTEM 
BOUNDARY REVISION 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 138) to revise the 
boundaries of John H. Chafee Coastal 
Barrier Resources System Jekyll Is-
land Unit GA–06P, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 138 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. REPLACEMENT OF CERTAIN JOHN H. 

CHAFEE COASTAL BARRIER RE-
SOURCES SYSTEM MAP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The map subtitled ‘‘GA– 
06P’’, relating to the John H. Chafee Coastal 
Barrier Resources System unit designated as 
Coastal Barrier Resources System Jekyll Island 
Unit GA–06P, that is included in the set of maps 
entitled ‘‘John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier Re-
sources System’’ and referred to in section 4(a) 
of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (16 U.S.C. 
3503(a)), is hereby replaced by another map re-
lating to the unit entitled ‘‘John H. Chafee 
Coastal Barrier Resources System Jekyll Island 
Unit GA–06P’’ and dated July 10, 2006. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall keep the replacement map referred to 
in subsection (a) on file and available for in-
spection in accordance with the provisions of 
section 4(b) of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
(16 U.S.C. 3503(b)). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) and the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
GRIJALVA) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to support 
H.R. 138 introduced by Congressman 
JACK KINGSTON of Georgia. This legisla-
tion involves Jekyll Island, Georgia. 
This island is owned by the State, man-
aged by the Jekyll Island Authority, 
and it was largely developed long be-
fore its inclusion in the Coastal Barrier 
Resources System in 1990. Unlike other 
Otherwise Protected Areas, the prop-
erty was never held for conservation or 
recreation purposes. The Jekyll Island 
Authority has limited development on 
the island to 35 percent of the land area 
and currently 33 percent is developed. 

Based on the legislative history, it is 
unclear why these lands were ever in-
cluded in the system, since it does not 
meet any of the fundamental require-
ments for inclusion. 

Under the terms of this legislation, 
the 35 percent planned area for develop-
ment would be removed from the sys-
tem which represents about 1,300 acres. 
In return, the State of Georgia has 
agreed to add 1,157 of fastlands and 
wetlands and other water to the Coast-
al Barrier Resources System. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on 
this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. GRIJALVA asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, the 
majority has already explained this 
legislation. I would only add that it is 
our understanding that the State is re-
quired, under its master plan for Jekyll 
Island, to limit development to pre-
serve as open space no less than 40 per-
cent of the island. 

In light of stringent planning re-
quirements, the corrections provided in 
the new maps adopted by this legisla-
tion should help the State realize its 
goals under the master plan without 
compromising the integrity of the 
Coastal Barrier Resources System. 

We on this side of the aisle do not ob-
ject to the consideration of this legis-
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. KINGSTON). 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding and 
want to thank both the majority Mem-
ber and the minority Member for let-
ting me talk a little bit about Jekyll 
Island. 

During the course of the bill, we were 
having an immigrations hearing in 
Cannon, and I came over here as quick-
ly as I could; but I wanted to talk 
somewhat about the bill, which I un-
derstand the Resources Committee has 
accepted, and I certainly appreciate 
that. 

A lot of people have done a lot of 
hard work on it, but I just wanted to 
say that the importance of this legisla-
tion, which is agreed to, goes back to 
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the history of Jekyll Island, which is a 
barrier island off the coast of Georgia. 

In 1947, Jekyll was purchased by the 
State of Georgia. In 1950, the State leg-
islature enacted a law that said 65 per-
cent of the island would stay in its pre-
served and natural state and only 35 
percent of it would be developed. The 35 
percent of it was developed in the 1960s 
and 1970s, long before the CBRA law 
about flood insurance and the Coastal 
Barrier Resource Act. 

The State has maintained that 35/65 
percent split; and all the 35 percent is, 
in fact, built out. Yet, somewhere 
along the line, it got included in the 
CBRA law, which made it the case that 
residents could no longer get flood 
care, which was not the point of the 
law at all. 

We found out about this in 2003, when 
Walter Alexander, a resident of Jekyll 
Island, had his duplex burned down. He 
was cleaning up the land and preparing 
to rebuild his structure when he found 
out he could not get Federal flood in-
surance, and that was because of a 
quirk that happened in 1990. And we 
have been working on this since 2003 
trying to get this exemption from the 
flood insurance law so that the people 
on Jekyll Island could in fact go back 
to getting flood care the way they had 
it. 

So this has been something we have 
been working on for a long time. A lot 
of people had been involved in it, and I 
certainly want to thank Chairman 
POMBO and Subcommittee Chairman 
GILCHREST, and Edith Thompson, who 
is on the staff; and Harry Burroughs, 
who is the staff director for Mr. 
GILCHREST; and folks like Bill Donahue 
and Laura Bonds, who are with the Je-
kyll Island Authority back home. Also, 
Pat Wilson, with the Georgia Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, and Com-
missioner Noel Holcomb, Becky Kelly 
and Susan Shipman; and the Fish and 
Wildlife folks and the residents and 
businesses on Jekyll Island. 

We have all worked on this in a col-
laborative effort. There has not been 
any opposition on this. Democrats, Re-
publicans, and environmentalists. I 
would say developers, but developers 
have not been at the table since all this 
has already been developed for now 
about 30 or 40 years. 

But I just wanted to say this is a 
very good day for the folks on Jekyll 
Island, and I thank both of you for al-
lowing me to speak up about this issue. 

Before I get into specifics of my bill I want 
to thank everyone who has helped in the 
lengthy process to bring this bill to the floor. 

Thank you to Chairmen POMBO and 
GILCHREST and their staff, specifically Edith 
Thompson (Gilchrest) and Harry Burroughs 
(Staff Director for Gilchrest subcommittee but 
Pombo person). Also Merritt Meyers and Rob 
Asbell from our office. 

Thank you to the Jekyll Island Authority— 
the relentless work of Bill Donahue and Laura 
Bonds, the Governor’s office with assistance 
from Pat Wilson, the Georgia Department of 
Natural Resources (Commissioner Noel Hol-
comb, Becky Kelly and Susan Shipman), the 

Fish and Wildlife Service and the residents 
and businesses on Jekyll Island. 

History: 1947—Jekyll Island purchased by 
the State from the Jekyll Island Club; 1950— 
Georgia General Assembly enacted a law that 
assured 65 percent of the Island would be 
preserved and protected in its natural state 
and managed for future generations to enjoy 
while 35 percent be developed to render the 
Island as self-supporting. 

The 35 percent of the island that could be 
developed largely was during the 1960s and 
early 1970s—long before the original CBRA. 

The State, working through state laws has 
moved to aggressively create a balance 
among development, public access and edu-
cation and conservation long before Jekyll Is-
land was included in the CBRS and that bal-
ance is now in jeopardy as redevelopment is 
critical to the viability of the Island. 

If anything, Jekyll Island should be the 
model for the rest of the U.S. to use for the 
coexistence of development and conservation 
and quite honestly the dependence of one on 
the other. 

I was contacted by Jekyll Island resident, 
Walter Alexander in 2003 because his duplex 
burned down. As Mr. Alexander began clean-
ing up the land and planning for replacing the 
structure he found out that he could not obtain 
Federal Flood Insurance, the insurance he 
must have in order to get a mortgage—and 
private flood insurance was prohibitively ex-
pensive for him. 

He contacted the Jekyll Island Authority and 
together they began researching and found 
out that Jekyll Island in its entirety was in-
cluded as an Otherwise Protected Area within 
the CBRS in 1990. The situation became even 
more urgent when he saw that in his original 
lease if he did not rebuild within 2 years he 
could lose the land. 

Almost immediately after the fire Mr. Alex-
ander started receiving offers to purchase the 
lot lease from wealthy individuals that could 
build the house without having to take out a 
mortgage. He turned down these offers be-
cause he wanted to stay close to his family 
who all lived on the Island. 

Mr. Alexander is a nurse, and does not 
have a salary that allows him to rebuild with-
out a mortgage—he was finally forced to take 
drastic action and borrow money against the 
equity in his parent’s home so he could begin 
construction—this greatly reduces their family 
security during retirement. He is using this 
money to rebuild a duplex that not only meets, 
but exceeds FEMA regulations for flooding. 

This is but one example of what denying in-
surance for rebuilding a community developed 
in the 1960s does—this is not what CBRS 
original intent was. 

Arguments: (1) Jekyll Island should not have 
been included in 1990 on the CBRS maps as 
an OPA because it was ‘‘developed’’ long be-
fore it was included in the system; (2) prior to 
the inclusion, the Governor and the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources of Georgia ob-
jected to the inclusion of Jekyll Island in the 
System; (3) the inclusion of Jekyll Island runs 
counter to congressional intent as OPA’s were 
to include only Undeveloped lands held for 
conservation; and (4) the inclusion of Jekyll Is-
land runs counter to State intent as 35 percent 
of the island by Georgia law must be devel-
oped, and is necessary to be developed to 
render the Island self-supporting. 

Need for Change: I strongly believe that if 
the 35 percent of the island that is developed 

is not removed from the CBRS the long term 
integrity of the system will be harmed. 

If the original intent of the Act was to pre-
serve undeveloped coastal barrier islands then 
I think leaving Jekyll Island in, in its entirety 
would set a bad precedence for the CBRS. 

This legislation removes land from the 
Coastal Barrier Resources System, specifically 
from a unit that should not have been created 
in the first place since it was neither undevel-
oped nor held for conservation purposes. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service supports my 
bill and the new map associated with it that re-
moves 35 percent of Jekyll Island from CBRA. 

Leaving the 35 percent of Jekyll which has 
long been developed in the CBRS would ulti-
mately do two things: (1) the Island would turn 
into a run down shanty town with deteriorating 
houses and businesses. It would lose its allure 
to tourists across the world and would ulti-
mately become a burden to the State since it 
would no longer be self-sustaining or (2) it 
would again become a playground for only the 
rich and famous who could afford the costly 
Lloyds of London flood insurance required to 
build, maintain, repair and update all struc-
tures on the island—and that is not fair to the 
hardworking tax-paying people who currently 
call Jekyll Island home or inexpensive vaca-
tion spot. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no additional speakers, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. JONES) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 138, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES 
SYSTEM MAP REPLACEMENT RE-
LATING TO GRAYTON BEACH, 
FLORIDA 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 479) to replace a 
Coastal Barrier Resources System map 
relating to Coastal Barrier Resources 
System Grayton Beach Unit FL–95P in 
Walton County, Florida, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 479 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. REPLACEMENT OF COASTAL BARRIER 

RESOURCES SYSTEM MAP RELATING 
TO GRAYTON BEACH UNIT FL–95P IN 
WALTON COUNTY, FLORIDA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The map described in sub-
section (b) relating to the Coastal Barrier Re-
sources System unit Grayton Beach Unit FL– 
95P, located in Walton County, Florida, as in-
cluded in the set of maps entitled ‘‘Coastal Bar-
rier Resources System’’ referred to in section 
4(a) of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (16 
U.S.C. 3503(a)), is hereby replaced by another 
map relating to that unit entitled ‘‘Grayton 
Beach Unit FL–95P and Draper Lake Unit FL– 
96’’ and dated ‘‘July 24, 2006’’. 

(b) REPLACED MAP DESCRIBED.—The map re-
placed under subsection (a) is subtitled 
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